THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT__ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.

Paper No.

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Appeal No. 1998-0015
Appl i cation 08/ 388, 058

Bef ore HAI RSTON, KRASS and GRCSS, Adm ni strative Patent
Judges.

HAI RSTON, Adnini strative Patent Judge.

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains

1 through 36. After subm ssion of the brief, the exam ner

allowed clains 9 through 19 and 32 through 36. Accordingly,

claims 1 through 8 and 20 through 31 remain before us on
appeal .
The di sclosed invention relates to a systemin which
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calls fromcalling stations to a virtual telephone nunber are
routed to destination stations.

Caimlis illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. For use in a systemthat determ nes routing
instructions for telephone calls to be
rout ed
fromcalling stations within various geographic
territories to destination stations when the calls
are placed to a virtual telephone nunber, an
arrangenment whereby a subscriber for the virtual
nunber can prescri be which destination stations shal
receive calls fromwhich geographic territories,
conpri si ng:

(a) a first database having data relating
t el ephone nunbers of the calling stations
t o geographical indicators of correspondi ng
| ocations of the calling stations;

(b) a processor configured for assigning a
rel ati onship between at | east sonme of the
geographi cal indicators and tel ephone nunbers
for the destination stations using a graphical
user interface;

(c) a second database storing the rel ationship
bet ween at | east sone of the geographi cal
i ndi cators and tel ephone nunbers for the
destination stations as assigned by said
processor, whereby for each call to the
virtual number fromone of the calling
stations the first database is accessed
using a tel ephone nunber for the calling
station to produce a geographical indicator
for the calling station for entry into the
second dat abase, and the second dat abase yi el ds
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a tel ephone nunber for a destination stations
[ sic] servicing the area indicated by the
geogr aphi cal
indicator for inclusion in a routing instruction
for the call
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The reference relied on by the exam ner is:

Moore et al. (Moore) 5, 506, 897 Apr. 9,
1996

Clainms 1 through 8 and 20 through 31 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. 8 102(e) as being anticipated by Moore.

Ref erence is nade to the final rejection, the brief and
the answer for the respective positions of the appellant and
t he exam ner.

CPI NI ON

The only argunment presented by appellant is that colum
23, lines 19 through 23 of Moore does not disclose a
“graphical user interface” (Brief, pages 6 through 8).
According to the appellant (Brief, pages 6 and 7):

Colum [2]3, lines 9-13 indicate that “[t]he

client . . . provides a detailed street map with the
pol ygon service area of the service |ocation drawn
on the street map . . .” Figure 13 shows what the
client provides. It is clear that the draw ng

provi ded by the client indicated at 640 in Figure 13
refers to a drawi ng on a physical nap designed to
communi cate to the user of the Moore invention where
t he boundaries should be placed. It does not inply
at all the use of a graphical user interface. The
information fromthe marked up street map provi ded
by the client is entered into the system as
described in the portion of the specification
referred to by the Exam ner, nanely, colum 23,
lines 19-23. This interpretation of colum 23 is
reinforced by the discussion relating to Figure 4.
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In Figure 4, service area 220 is al so shown drawn on
a map. For that particular inplenentation,
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The client provides a client service

| ocations file 109 (Fig. 1A) of service

| ocations in machi ne readable formw th
information and format as shown in Table 3.
The file 109 can be created by, for exanple,
a comonly avail abl e word processi ng program
or a database program and submtted on a

fl oppy disk or other suitable nedia .

[ colum 15, |ines 60-65].

The service radius (e.g. 2.5 mle radius from

the Mypi zza Restorante) of the Moore et al. patent

is determned froma centroid table for each zip+4

zip code entry. |If the zip+t4 is determned to be at

or inside the service area radius, a raw client

table record is witten that includes the zip+4

code, the client tel ephone nunber for the instant

service location and the distance of the zip+4

centroid to the service |ocation

Appel I ant concludes (Brief, page 7) that “[t]here is
absolutely nothing in More et al. which suggests that a
graphical user interface is utilized to define the service
area.”

In response to appellant’s argunent, the exam ner
contends (Answer, page 4) that “the More et al. reference
does provide for the use of a graphical user interface in that
it suggests using a commercially available G S (Geographic
I nformati on System - a conputer programthat provides visual
interpretation of information represented by a coordinate

systen) such as Infomark for Wndows (col. 23, lines 13-25).”
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| nasnuch as an explanation of the G S systemis not
present in the Moore patent, and the exam ner has not provided

such an expl anation, we do not have any evidence in the record

before us that the G S systemin More (colum 2, line 66
t hrough colum 3, line 8; and colum 23, lines 19 through 23)
uses a “graphical user interface” in the “linking of the

geographic information to tel ephone nunbers.”
In summary, the 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection of clains
1 through 8 and 20 through 31 is reversed because the exam ner

has not presented a prima facie case of anticipation.

DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 through

8 and 20 through 31 under 35 U.S.C. 8 102(e) is reversed.

REVERSED
)
KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
ERROL A. KRASS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
)
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) | NTERFERENCES

)
ANI TA PELLMAN GRGOSS )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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